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U.S. EPA - Region 9 National Marine Fisheries Service

75 Hawthorne Street 501 West Ocean Blvd.

San Francisco, California 94105 Long Beach, CA 90802-4213
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U.S. Department of the Interior U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

1849 C Street NW 2800 Cottage Way, W-2606

Washington, D.C. 20240 Sacramento, CA 95825

VI4A CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Re:  Sixty-Day Notice of Violations of the Clean Water Act and Notice of Intent to
File Suit

Dear Ms. Jackson, Blank and Messrs. Salazar, Lohoefener, Mclnnis, and Blumenfeld:

I am writing on behalf of Our Children’s Earth Foundation ("OCE") and Ecological
Rights Foundation ("ERF") (collectively, "the Environmental Groups") to notify you of the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA")'s failure to perform certain mandatory duties under
the federal Clean Water Act ("CWA") as well as failure to comply with the Endangered Species
Act (“ESA”). In particular, this notice relates to EPA's failure to issue water quality criteria for
the State of California made mandatory by CWA §§ 303(b)(2) and 303(c)(3), 33 U.S.C. §§
1313(b)(2), 1313(c)(3) as well as violations of ESA §§ 7and 9, 16 U.S.C. § 1536, 16 US.C. §
1538. This notice further relates to the failure of EPA, the National Marine Fisheries Service
("NMFS") and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") (collectively, "the Services")' to

" EPA hereinafter refers to the agency, the Administrator, and the Regional Administrator acting in their official
capacities. The Services hereinafterrefers to the National Marine Fisheries Service, the Department of Commerce,
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reinitiate consultation pursuant to ESA § 7 on EPA's water quality criteria despite the occurrence
of events triggering a duty to reinitiate consultation.

The purpose of this letter is further to provide notice of the Environmental Groups' intent
to file a CWA and ESA citizen suit sixty (60) days after the date of this letter against the EPA,
the EPA Administrator, the Regional Administrator of EPA Region 9, NMFS, the Secretary of
Commerce, the Regional Administrator, NMFS Southwest Region; the USFWS, the Secretary of
the Interior, and the Regional Director, USFWS Southwest Region for these failures to comply
with the CWA and ESA.

I. IDENTITY OF PERSONS GIVING NOTICE AND THEIR COUNSEL

In accord with 40 C.F.R. § 135.3(b), the Environmental Groups hereby give notice of the
names, address, and telephone number of the persons giving notice, which are OCE and ERF.

OCE is a non-profit public benefit corporation organized under the laws of the State of
California, with members throughout California dedicated to protecting the public, especially
children, from the health impacts of pollution and other environmental hazards and to improving
water quality for the public benefit. Another aspect of OCE's mission is to participate in
environmental decision-making, enforce environmental laws, both federal and state, to reduce
pollution, and to educate the public concerning those laws and their enforcement.

OCE’s members use waters throughout California for fishing, body contact water sports
and other forms of recreation, wildlife observation, aesthetic enjoyment, educational study, and
spiritual contemplation. OCE's members particularly enjoy recreational, educational, and/or
spiritual pursuits related to the observation, study, and contemplation of anadromous fish
migration, including species such as steelhead, salmon, and sturgeon throughout the San
Francisco Bay Delta, California's inland rivers and streams, and coastal waters. OCE's members
also include avid birdwatchers who visit San Francisco Bay and coastal areas near San Francisco
for opportunities to see species such as the California Clapper Rail, Marbled Murrelet, least tern,
and Western Snowy Plover among others. OCE's members' enjoyment of California waters for
body contact water sports and other forms of recreation is diminished due to the pollution of
these waters. These members' enjoyment of wildlife observation (including bird watching and
observation of anadromous fish), aesthetic enjoyment, educational study, and spiritual
contemplation is further also reduced due to the pollution of these waters which reduces the
abundance of wildlife, renders the waters less aesthetically pleasing, and is an insult to OCE's
members' convictions that preservation of these waters and the wildlife that depend on these
waters is a spiritual imperative. OCE's members would also like to enjoy fishing for all species
of steelhead, salmon and sturgeon in California if these fish were abundant. These members'
enjoyment of fishing for anadromous fish is greatly impaired, however, one, because of the
overall diminished numbers of anadromous fish in California in part due to pollution impacts and
two, some anadromous fish species in California are listed under the ESA as threatened and thus

the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the Department of Interior, the Secretaries of Commerce and Interior, and the
Regional Director and Regional Administrator of the US Fish and Willlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service acting in their official capacities.
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cannot be fished for. OCE's members would also enjoy consuming fish and seafood from the San
Francisco Bay Delta and other inland rivers and streams and coastal waters of California but
cannot do so because they are concerned about toxic pollutants in fish tissue. These members
continue to hope for survival and recovery of anadromous fish in the San Francisco Bay Delta
and throughout California's waters that provide habitat for such species. OCE's members believe
that EPA's ongoing delay in issuing or revising the water quality criteria and implement the other
measures discussed below has resulted in diminished water quality in waters throughout
California which in turn causes diminishment in their enjoyment of wildlife observation,
aesthetic appreciation, educational study, and spiritual contemplation in and of these waters. This
decline in water quality has had and is continuing to have negative impacts on the health and
well being of anadromous fish and other aquatic dependent species that OCE members would
like to enjoy as resources for fishing, wildlife observation, aesthetic appreciation, educational
study, and spiritual contemplation.

ERF is a non-profit organized under the laws of the State of California. To further its
environmental advocacy goals, ERF actively seeks federal and state agency implementation of
state and federal water quality related laws. ERF’s members include residents of Humboldt
County and the San Francisco Bay-Delta area who use the waters throughout California for
fishing, body contact water sports and other forms of recreation, wildlife observation, aesthetic
enjoyment, educational study, and spiritual contemplation. ERF's members also include avid
birdwatchers who visit San Francisco Bay and Humboldt Bay for opportunities to see species
such as the California Clapper Rail, Marbled Murrelet, least tern, and Western Snowy Plover
among others. ERF's members particularly enjoy recreational, educational, and/or spiritual
pursuits related to the observation, study and contemplation of anadromous fish migration,
including species such as steelhead, salmon, and sturgeon throughout Humboldt Bay, the San
Francisco Bay Delta, and other of California's inland rivers and streams, and coastal waters.
ERF's members also include avid birdwatchers who visit San Francisco Bay and Humboldt Bay
for opportunities to see species such as the California Clapper Rail, Marbled Murrelet, and
Western Snowy Plover among others.

ERF's members' enjoyment of California waters for body contact water sports and other
forms of recreation is diminished due to the pollution of these waters. These members'
enjoyment of wildlife observation (including bird watching and observation of anadromous fish),
aesthetic enjoyment, educational study, and spiritual contemplation is further also reduced due to
the pollution of these waters which reduces the abundance of wildlife, renders the waters less
aesthetically pleasing, and is an insult to ERF's members' convictions that preservation of these
waters and the wildlife that depend on these waters is a spiritual imperative. ERF's members
would also like to enjoy fishing in California for all species of steelhead, salmon and sturgeon if
these fish were abundant. These members' enjoyment of fishing for anadromous fish is greatly
impaired, however, one, because of the overall diminished numbers of anadromous fish in
California in part due to pollution impacts and two, some anadromous fish species in California
are listed under the ESA as threatened and thus not available for fishing. ERF's members would
also enjoy consuming fish and seafood from the San Francisco Bay Delta and other inland rivers
and streams and coastal waters of California but cannot do so because they are concerned about
toxic pollutants in fish tissue. These members continue to hope for survival and recovery of
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anadromous fish in the San Francisco Bay Delta and throughout California's waters that provide
habitat for such species.

ERF's members believe that EPA's ongoing delay in issuing or revising the water quality
criteria and implement the other measures discussed below has resulted in diminished water
quality in waters throughout California which in turn causes diminishment in their enjoyment of
wildlife observation, aesthetic appreciation, educational study, and spiritual contemplation. This
decline in water quality has had and is continuing to have negative impacts on the health and
well being of anadromous fish and other aquatic dependent species that ERF members would
like to enjoy as a resource for fishing, wildlife observation, aesthetic appreciation, educational
study, and spiritual contemplation.

OCE may be contacted at the following address:

ERF may be contacted at the following address:

Tiffany Schauer

Founder and Executive Director
Our Children’s Earth Foundation
3701 Sacramento St. #194

San Francisco, CA 94118

Tel: (415) 342-0042

Fax: (415) 896-5761

Email: tiffany(@ocefoundation.org

Mike Costa

Staff Attorney

Our Children’s Earth Foundation
3701 Sacramento St. #194

San Francisco, CA 94118

Tel: (415) 342-0042

Fax: (415) 896-5761

E-mail: mike(@ocefoundation.org

Jim Lamport

Ecological Rights Foundation
867 "B" Redwood Drive
Garberville, California, 95542
Tel: (707) 923-4372

The Environmental Groups have retained the following legal counsel to represent them in

this matter;

Christopher Sproul
Jodene Isaacs
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Environmental Advocates

5135 Anza Street

San Francisco, California 94121

Tel: (415) 533-3376, (510) 847-3467

Email: csproul@enviroadvocates.com, jisaacs@enviroadvocates.com

All communications should be addressed to legal counsel at the above addresses.
1I. LEGAL BACKGROUND

The CWA requires every state must adopt, periodically update, and submit to EPA
proposed water quality standards ("WQS") applicable to waters in that state. See 33 U.S.C. §
1313(a)-(c). WQS consist of designated uses, i.e. the beneficial uses to which waters are put, and
water quality criteria, i.e., the maximum levels of pollutants that a water body can have and still
sustain designated uses. 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c). Under CWA § 303(c)(2)(B), states must adopt
numeric water quality criteria for the priority toxic pollutants listed under CWA § 307(a) if those
pollutants could be reasonably expected to interfere with the designated uses of a state's waters.
The CWA imposes a strict schedule pursuant to which EPA must approve or disapprove
proposed WQS, and articulates specific steps EPA must take if it either disapproves those
standards or undertakes action to promulgate WQS when the states fail to act. CWA § 304
requires EPA to publish what are also known as "water quality criteria," but unlike water quality
criteria promulgated pursuant to CWA § 303, CWA § 304 water quality criteria are only national
guidance that have no binding legal effect and are to be used by the states and EPA in
promulgating the legally binding statewide water quality criteria under CWA § 303.

The ESA requires that each federal agency, using the best scientific and commercial data
available, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any threatened species or result in the adverse modification
of critical habitat. ESA § 7(a)(2), 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(2), Resources Ltd. v. Robertson, 35 F.3d
1300, 1304 (9th Cir. 1994). In addition, ESA § 7(a)(1) broadly requires that all federal agencies
“shall, in consultation and with the assistance of the Secretary, utilize their authorities in
furtherance of the purposes of [the ESA] by carrying out programs for the conservation of
endangered species and threatened species . ..” 16 U.S.C. § 1536(a)(1). The ESA defines
“conservation” to mean “. . . the use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to bring
any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided
pursuant to this Act are no longer necessary.” 16 U.S.C. § 1532(3).

If an agency determines that an action it will undertake or approve may adversely affect
listed species or critical habitat, then this agency (known as the "action agency" as the proponent
of or authorizer of an action) must initiate formal consultation with the NMFS or the USFWS. 16
U.S.C. § 1536(c); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(a). The duty to consult applies to "ongoing agency
action[s]," such as those actions which "comes within the agency's decision making authority and
remains $0." W. Watersheds Project v. Matejko, 468 F.3d 1099, 1109 (9th Cir. 2006) (internal
quotation omitted). To complete formal consultation, the Services must provide the action
agency with a “biological opinion” explaining how the proposed action will affect the listed
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species or habitat. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14. The biological opinion “is required
to address both the ‘no jeopardy’ and ‘no adverse modification’ prongs of Section 7,” i.e., to
analyze how the action can both avoid jeopardy to a species' survival and recovery and avoid
destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat. Center for Biological Diversity v. Bureau
of Land Management, 422 F. Supp. 2d 1115, 1127 (N.D. Cal. 2006), citing 50 C.F.R. §
402.14(g)(4). An agency's duty under ESA § 7(a)(1) is made more specific when the Services
have issued a biological opinion defining what the agency should do to avoid causing jeopardy to
an ESA protected species and to minimize take of such species.

If the Services conclude that the proposed action “will jeopardize the continued
existence” of a listed species, the biological opinion must outline “reasonable and prudent
alternatives” that will avoid jeopardy. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(3)(A); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(h)(3).
Further, the Services must provide an “incidental take statement,” specifying the amount or
extent of such incidental taking on the listed species, any “reasonable and prudent measures” that
USFWS considers necessary or appropriate to minimize such impact, and setting forth the “terms
and conditions” that must be complied with by the action agency to implement those reasonable
and prudent measures. 16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(4); 50 C.F.R. § 402.14(1). The action agency is
immunized for taking a species as long as the agency complies with the reasonable and prudent
measures and terms and conditions specified by the Service for minimizing the action's impact.
16 U.S.C. § 1536(b)(4)(C)(i)-(ii), Bennett v. Spear, 520 U.S. 154,169-70 (1997). However, the
action agency is not free to unilaterally alter either the biological opinion, the final decision of
another agency, or the safe harbor created by the biological opinion. Id. During the course of the
action, the action agency must reinitiate consultation with the Services immediately if: (1) the
amount or extent of taking specified in the incidental take statement is exceeded; (2) new
information reveals effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a
manner or to an extent not previously considered; (3) the action is modified in a manner that
causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in the biological
opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the
identified action. 50 C.F.R. § 402.16. Failure to reinitiate consultation results in the action
agency losing its safe harbor protection for incidental takes and the action agency becomes liable
for taking species in violation of ESA § 9 until it gets a new biological opinion. Dow
AgroSciences, LLCa v. NMFS, 637 F.3d 259 (4th Cir. 2011).

After the initiation or reinitiation of consultation, the action agency is prohibited from
making “any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources with respect to the agency
action which” may “foreclos[e] the formulation or implementation of any reasonable and prudent
alternative measures.” 16 U.S.C. § 1536(d).

ESA § 9 and its implementing regulations prohibit the unauthorized “take”
of threatened and endangered species. 16 U.S.C. §§ 1538(a)(1); 1533(d); e.g., SOC.F.R. § 17.31;
50 C.F.R. § 223.203.“Take” is defined broadly to include harming, harassing, trapping,
capturing, wounding or killing of a protected species either directly or by degrading its habitat.
See 16 U.S.C. § 1532(19); Center for Biological Diversity v. Bureau of Land Management, 422
F. Supp. 2d at 1127 n. 7. Taking that is in compliance with the terms and conditions specified in
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a biological opinion is not considered a prohibited taking under ESA § 9. 16 U.S.C. §
1536(0)(2).

III. FACTUAL BACKGROUND
A. CTR Promulgation

In April 1991, California adopted the water quality criteria component of WQS for
priority toxic pollutants pursuant to CWA § 303(c) in the State's water quality control plans
("Basin Plans"). However, a California State court ordered California to rescind these water
quality control plans in 1994. Due to California's inability to set WQS for toxic pollutants in a
timely manner, 2 JNEPAZE CNfirst® CNpublished & TNthe & CNproposed & I’lrﬁaﬁfaﬂi}m%usf@,u
1997 ttiflg water quality criteria for 126 toxic priority pollutants in California's rivers, lakes,
enclosed bays, and estuaries. 2T
B
E TN EPA determined that promulgation of the CTR was necessary for the State of California
to meet the requirements of CWA § 303(c)(2)(B). See 62 Fed. Reg. 42160 (August 5, 1997). The
preamble to the proposed CTR explains that this finding was based on the fact that the water
quality criteria adopted by the State had been rescinded, thus leaving California without
applicable water quality criteria for numerous toxic pollutants for an extended period. /d. The
State Water Resources Control Board ("State Board") and California Regional Water Quality
Control Boards ("Regional Boards") needed the criteria set forth in the CTR to have water
quality standards to use in permit writing, identification of impaired waters, and the development
of Total Maximum Daily Loads among other requirements under CWA § 303(c)(2)(B) and (d).
The & *l’}fmalﬁﬁiﬂﬁﬁ‘éﬂ“' CNon&! DN May@#ith EPAN ‘:J.s‘n lprity #ET NpromulddSBA 1)
for@ CNCalifamdBUARE! T Ndetermination & "I thatBimiftkei el §iBRly criteria were
necessary to protect human health and the environment in California. 8ee B8 H3d. Reg. 31682
(May 18, 2000). Although EPA proposed certain water quality criteria for selenium and mercury
in its proposed CTR in 1997, EPA's final CTR reserved these criteria for future action.

B. EPA ESA Consultation with the Services and Compliance with BiOp
Measures

Between 1997 and 1999, EPA and the Services engaged in an extensive ESA § 7
consultation on EPA's proposed CTR which resulted in numerous modifications to the proposed
water quality criteria that were necessary to prevent the CTR from causing jeopardy to ESA-
listed species. EPA submitted its final proposed modifications to the CTR on December 16,
1999. On March 24, 2000, the Services completed their biological opinion (" the BiOp") on the
CTR which directed EPA to undertake several Reasonable and Prudent Measures ("RPMs") so
as to avoid the Services concluding in the BiOp that the CTR is jeopardizing the survival and
recovery of ESA-listed species (" a Jeopardy Determination"). The RPMs related to water quality
criteria for selenium, mercury, pentachlorophenol and cadmium and to the CTR's formula&! 1]

based & CIdissolved & whrarEi[s Bhuétitg@a 1

* The BiOp's listing of these RPMs is not quoted herein in full, but instead is incorporated by reference as EPA and
the Services are in possession of the BiOp and ful ly aware of its contents.
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1. Selenium RPMs

N The¥E ONBipRined BhatFET Nbird 2 “dRépeiias 2T i ‘
embryod Cldeformities, 2 [ Rasser Bsyhdtome, &l Tldepressed &l nreSIStance:P“ ONto# CIdiseas
depressed & Dlimmune & [N system & "N function, & T Nreduced & CNjuvenile & CNgrowth® CNand’
wasting, & Closs & CIof& CIfeathers& "I (alopecia), & Cllembryo & [ death, & TNand & " altere
Based & "Non&! CNtheird C rEipBigdd cefBhab]tm 2 CNthe B CNaquatic® TNecosystem, & CNand & C
distribution, 2 CINthe & CI)ServicesBatiindithedd “Nabove & O nlmpacts:”' CNare® CNlikély# CNtos
California®! Dl clapper® CNrail, & "I California#boteid 8 T3 cl it HE) [ gl tme E2 1T clapper & 1
rail, 2 C ey Bd 1 N otBhefBiO [ B sd ! T I foundElmidttiattEi T pec1es?i_J! “N(including® C1Chinook & 1N
salmon& Cand & (1 steel oo A tidathers) & CNare & CNvery & Tl sensitive & C1to & *l’}selenlL
and & Cexhibit® CNtoxic® Clsymptoms & CNeven& CNwhen& Dltissue & D concaditrdtions & O
The Biop#etdtmined Bhat®! (T Nadverse&! CNimpacts& CNfrom& Clselenium& CNwere & O Hhkely:‘“
the& T aforementioned & CNsalmonid & Tl species, & CNwhich & CNare& CNfound & D throughou
Delta, ! CINorth® O Coast® CNand & ~ [Hhaferi Biogaliffunther 2 C NidentifiébdBE N umerous
species® [T of& CIfish, & Clmammals, &l 7nrept11es’§i7ﬂl'ﬁnd%a&ﬁﬁmmﬁﬁaﬁpﬂéﬁﬂﬁ?@n@' 0
selenium&! T Nexposure Elevg B MMahelfrized 2 O NhEREtHBEOp AR Nlist, &l CNon& Dl page & !
hereby® Clincorporated & CIby-Z45#) refpvehld@ —Nas & ‘*‘che:"’JI *‘nBiOp's@ EndisumsoonhiBs A ofE
the& TN Services & TMNconclusions & C1Nconcerning®! T the & DNimpacts& CNof& CNEPA's& CNact
this&! Dl material & CNin& CNfull 2 D NhesdifP@! affi sk S&wines cessarp@sctlion of the
BiOp and fully aware of its contents). 2T
|
2N The® ONServices@d AWHEPAERPA R Bbdelimh #ratBr2! D1 quality Ei#toijde T Nonly & CTNbe &
adequate #E Nthey & CNwere & T Moot tAjehoedh BIfoed B! " NchainsZ CNfrom& Clexcessive &l
bioaccumulation. & C B¢ ces BidiGated Bhed T Nthas@en 2 rdRic @ritérion & CI)should& Cbe&
no & CNmore& DI than@EkplA #edfg t8:a Nlevels® DNas& CNlow& DNas& C0N0.28 TNug/LE
protect® T} specificE #EiEhetfemter & Cbodies® TNwhere® TNthe® TNfood & Tl chainZ CNis&!
selenium. &1
20N

The BiOp included an Incidental Take Statement ("ITS") with Reasonable and Prudent
Measures and Terms and Conditions (collectively, "RPMs") that required EPA to take the
following actions: (1) not promulgate EPA's previously proposed selenium acute aquatic
criterion,’ (2) revise EPA's recommended CWA § 304(a) acute and chronic aquatic life criteria
for selenium by January 2002, (3) propose revised acute and chronic selenium water quality
criteria@high & Cwould & CNbe & W—Meﬂ@éﬁ'[[dﬁeﬁmﬂhf@hﬁmﬂ 0f 2003, (4):"’JI 0
if& CNEPA’s&! Ol proposed & [Nacute® TNor& Dl chronic ! ifbyariadSiBigERE N RxtRing
the& D criteria Z 1N oyglestud@R N Satvigesi g /L), & CNprovide & :Wcaﬂ]ﬁbrﬂces’”‘ HWI
evaluation/assessment#BEBA")@hdB " Nrequest & EM@EW@%@@EK& Nthe& N
Services 8 EA] the & EhHik¢yiad® &) January & C1 2 EREBS ANBRE) Bitilged BritériaZ O
must& D spedifighl Iad @asiraquatic® CNwild & Hh%mﬂ&mew fr}flnal*”' Tacute® CNanc

chronic® Clcriteria® CNford Clselenium & O 1S MéEdre 2 CNServices2

? Aquatic criterion/criteria refer to the level of pollutant concentrations that must not be exceeded to secure water
quality needed by aquatic wildlife.
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with® OIgamiial 2 CNreports & ONregatding BFENTRERASE! " Nrevision 2 DN of & CIthe® CNseleni
accompanying & I BiafBA BN Nassociated & CNwith 2 01 thedd tiff) B4 vi o Er Z (T digs & CNin &
California® D where®&! CI)selenium & C 1N crikdii B phdisdefiey] 2 “NspeciesE “Nare® CNnot& O
(selenium-impaired & CNwater &), A bdikasl ! [ Nannually & CNsubmitZ CNto& DNthe & D Services
permits & TN due® CNford Hrev1%cd§@ﬁ‘[[cﬂniﬁwlﬁb_ntow" NidentifyZ CNany& CNpo
effects B! (Hignisted & Tl species & CNanBAbis. BRAE " must2! O iktlidéfaf2Nanselenium
impaired & DNwater E&Epd]tse 2! T RiSe Bhné et 2l s PDES:PJI *nperrﬂyﬂ}D Nreview
October® D1 2BPARE Tmust & D Nthereafter® CNannually & D submit® CNto# DNthe® 1NService
due® DNforZ CNreviewd CNto& CNallowd CHthe & CNServices& “Nand & DNEPAZ CNto& Chide
listed & C&}ep@! “Nand/or& CNtheir& DNhabiadsp@te Band&@i thif 8)BEhd®! T Services& DNon& 0N
permits & Tlcontaining® CNlimits & T Nfor& Tl selenium 2 CNthat® CNthe & D Services& DI (ord
potential & " Nfor& TNadverse & [ Hiffed®Z N§pacis A ESfand /or 2 CNtheir& Chabitat® CNin& C
procedures® Nagreed & CNtoZ CNby& CNthe & nAgenCIes:"“fnln@'*nthe’”'*ndraft’”' TNMemc

MOA")& CNpublished & CNin& C1Nthe & 1 Feder@h RYSEzH te fB anfarPE! N AR ENT1999).

EPA has failed to comply with all but the first of these RPM for selenium. EPA did
refrain from promulgating in the CTR EPA's previously proposed selenium acute aquatic
criterion. However, EPA failed to revise EPA's recommended CWA § 304(a) acute and chronic
aquatic life criteria for selenium by January 2002. EPA proposed a national ambient water
quality criterion for selenium in 2004 pursuant to CWA § 304(a), but EPA has never finalized
that criterion. EPA has also never proposed revised acute and chronic aquatic life water quality
criteria Bbr# [ NselenitmeBEINNwould & T be & (Hprdisted & BIR@FENIM California. B CNEPA& TN
never®& Clprovided & CNthe & 1 B&BeeoBlachionithd@htel adhddption of new and revised
selenium criteria BidB “Nhas® CNnever®& Clrequested & Dl formal B CNESAE CN§E CN7& CNcons
the& Drevised & () cififEPiA 2! #bRsBbated @vied Bnal ! Nacute & N aratBatig@h rdplid@Zn
criteria® CNfor& Dl selenium & "THRAHas f€atifovriing on CWA § 303 water quality criteria
for selenium applicable to the San Francisco Bay-Delta region and has taken some initial steps in
developing selenium criteria for California, but progress has been extremely slow given that it
has been nearly nine years since EPA issued any formal proposals for a selenium criterion. EPA
has not set a deadline for promulgation of selenium water quality criteria for the Bay-Delta.
Further, EPA has set no target date for the development of selenium acute and chronic aquatic
life water quality criteria that will be applicable to the rest of California. Although EPA initially
complied with the Services reporting and permit review RPMs on an intermittent basis, EPA has
continuously violated these reporting and permit review RPMs since 2006; EPA has submitted
no status or monitoring reports to the Services with respect to the agency's progress on
promulgating CWA § 303 selenium water quality criteria since 2006 and has not conducted the
NPDES permit reviews required by the RPM.

2. Mercury RPMs

In the BiOp, the & " Services® 1Nasked & CNEPAE! [ Nto& D WRABSEI | piposedBatign 2!
mercury 2 CNcriteria@ TNin& CNthe& DN CTRE! MighebadEé 2ITthat@E iRBatA e dineRoory 2 01N
criteria® CIN&kel 2 D Nto& CNadversely & CNimpact® CNnumerous & Tl threatened & l’}and’F”' 0 F
reptile, & CNamphibian, & DNand 2 C Nm#n@ha 18 indks péciBa cubed¥ culy@ thijpoisoning & D Ncan & C
result® TNin& CNreduced & T Nfood & T NintaksAE NBpdogrissilieEE Miwakglass 2 TNin& O me
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legs, & CNdifficulty & T Nflying, 2 CNwalking, & Tl standing, & CNplus& CNan® CNinability & CNto &l
and & Cllimpaired ® TNhearing. & T NThe & CIServices& T noted & D Nin& DINthe & C0NBiOp & C1Nth
reproduction® Clare & Clikely 2 B uitfrgBtisfpi CNBay & Dl populations & Cof& CNbirds,?
least® CNtern& Cand & CNCaliformis Mokh@Bi B SR 2 T clappe i T rail.
20
ECN The BiOp found that mercury & Cland & thtpnathy®! Chave 2 Cnumerous & Climpacts & 1)
including®! CTadverse®&! " changes&! Cifpto#H, J—_ﬂbﬂhasmhq@fﬂ;'lg Nreproduction, & Clldevelopment,?
survival. 2 CNDue® CNto# CNthe & TNcurrent® Clconcentrations 2 CNof & CNmercury & CNin& T
bodies, 2! [ BibpBét#mined BhatE CNthe & CNfollowing & Nlisted & D Nor& CNpeapg@Ed Bl TNfishE
adversely #ipHcted & ChbrcBiy BtENaN the & DNlevels & DN permitid d# all® v # ol sHEEETA BR O NES
Coho® “Nand& CNChinook® CNsalmon&! ClNand & Clsteelhead ® CINtrout, 2 D Little & CNKern#!
trout, & CILahontan® Clcutthroat® *ntrout A CNbonytail & CNchub, & CNunarmored & 1 threesy
shortnose & Nsucker, & [ kaskarZRija MNthe& CNSacraderdto & " Nsplittail.
20
N The# ONBiOp& CNfurther® CNidentified # CNnumerous & CNother& Tl species& DNof& 11
amphibians, & T Nand & CNinvétatEi C Nsuffer Difaohes@ B Nfjom & Cimercury & Cllexposure
the #udls 2 CNauthorized & D Nbi&e & tHeR s RN R 2 1Nigd ZNikR25N hereby & CNincorporat
by & TNreferéas®! “Nwell& " Nas& CIthe& CNBiOp's& T Ndiscussion & CNof& " Nevidence& T syj
conclusions & T concerningZ CNthe B CNimpacts® DNof & CNEPA's# CNactionsZ CNon&! TNthese
in& CNfull2 CNherein & CNas BPA) amd doe Ssavyds alp in possession of the BiOp and fully
aware of its contents). 2 111
agon

The BiOp included RPMs requiring EPA to take the following actions with respect to
EPA's mercury criteria: (1) refrain from promulgating® CNthe & CNproposed & TlfreshwaaeBBMNand
acute® Nand & "l chronic® DNaquaticZ CNlife & O r}crlterlaw' CNfor& Climercury @ CNin&! CNthe
health®! CNcriterion & T Nof& CN50 ¥ eiigugy 2T yEITnigithere ! CNno & Clmore& 1
federally-approved & Cwater® Ol quality 2 *r]crlterlaw' CNare & CIndbhcEhion s B T td 82T
of & NSan® CNFrancisco® 1 NBay), & CN(3)& CNrevise& Cits& O l’}recommended’”‘ CNCWAE OT

mercury 2 CNby& Cjanuary & C12002 & D Nto & DN leveldBtedBihifiiiaent B tolf nd o g B ticH

dependent® D Nwildlife & Tl species. & TNIfE TNthe ! Cdringead P DdrateBla ) the e A raflesFET
criteria® CIconcentrations&! [Tsuggested E CNby & CNthe & CNBiOp&YulfjpddtEN 2102 " ng/LEIC

methylmercury & Cllconcentration® CNas& Ndetermined & TNby&! C1)site & -l}spe@ficBl Hdata)
species® Dl ord ONthe® TNEPA’s & Dl mercury@&hcdinepgBEHyG ot B TOgngidlssER T values, &l T
EPAE TNmust® CNprovide® CNthe & N Services& CNwith& CDNa® CNBE/BAE CNand & T r}reque
the& DNrevised & CNcriteria® CNby & CNtheE CNtime & CNof & CNthe® CNproposal, & TN (4) & C
§E N30 ALNEAHTE CNmercury & CNin&! CNCalifpRhiaBaRpEiE Tigfdasad 2 D criterion & O Hshould
protective & CNofEsted BSANaquatic® [ NanddfenidequBtic NspeBieBYBifhencingZ CNJune & 0130, 2
2000, #rovide & CNthe & CNServicesEHnnijaliE B réserts 2 CNregarding®! CNthe & CNstatus& CTof:
of & CNits & T Nmerca®y 2iTah dyiod#a i ny) BABE iated Bl D NwitB&HRpth&! — NERAZEI T
further® CNinvite® T Nscientists& DN from& CNthe & [NServices & TNto& CNjointly & [Nevaluate?
human® TNhealth® CNcriterion& CNfor& CNmercury & CNis# D NalsoB T Hygibtedite BerBlof B! T

* ESU stands for Evolutionarily Significant Unit, and it is a population o f organisms that is considered distinct for
purposes of conservation. A population (or group of populations) will be considered "distinct"and hence a "species"”
for purposes of the ESA if it represents anESU of the biological species.
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2000, #emify 2 CNwater A& NHYid# “CaliforniaZ CNwhere & CmercuBpBIT Neni@SitB 1 Nnecess
llstedJF”' Nspecies® CNare& CNnotZ CNmet® CNand & TN submit® CNto# DNthe®! TNServices & L
o& TNalloBEFbEh®! TNand & CNEPAE CINto & CNidentify & CNany & 0N kRYAnisaEEE er& D Nad:
spec1es?:hd17}ar°”' Y}%Ratsw' “Nand & CNthereafter® CNannually 2 CNsubmit® CNto& CNthe & T
NPDES&! [ Nperanits&#@ioilinate & CNwith & 1 the ElisdySercd & By PIES Bariits & T
containingZ C Nlimits & DN fofé BNMeisumpd@asiie {) NServices® 11 (or& TNEPA) ﬂgﬂ’ﬁdpntlfy:”‘
potential & T Nfor& O nadverseESAFLﬁifed@.WI]mmw' ONtheir# Chabitat® C0Nin& Claccorda

procedures # CNagreed & [ RgeBriel BY 21T i B

EPA complied with the first two of these mercury RPMs. EPA also revised its CWA §
304(a) human health criterion for mercury in 2001, but did not set its criterion at the Services'
recommended levels of <& 1112.08! Cng/L& CNas& ONtotal & CNHg& CNor& CNequivalent® D 1me
determined & " Nby & 1] site Bl CFRAcinificdd sdf datariterion at a fish tissue concentration
level that does not directly indicate a permissible water concentration of mercury, and the
Services' scientists and other experts have found this fish tissue level approach to be
insufficiently protective of ESA-listed species. EPA has largely failed to comply with the
remainder of the mercury-related RPMs. EPA has failed to propose and finalize a revised CWA
§ 303 human health mercury water quality criterion for California and has taken no other action
to adopt CWA § 303 water quality criteria for mercury that would be protective of ESA-listed
species. EPA did provide theZ C1Services® CNwith&! CNsome& CNreports& Tlregarding® (1the&
revisionZ CNof& CNitsE T Nmercury & Clcriteria, & CNbut, 2 CNon& Clinformation&! CNand & 1)
reports& CNin& 012001. 2 D NEPAEedEadBle Bhe}SdividepBdv Nwith & CNany & CNdraft® CNor’
associated & INwith& “Nadoption & ﬁr}ofz‘““ CNnew® TNor& Crevised & CNmercury & Clcriteria.
scientists® T Nfrom& " Nthe& " NServicesZ CNto& D Njointly & CNevaluate & CNwith & CNEPAE T
criterion® CNfor& Dlmercury & Cis® DlNaf# 2NhEteind B T Nwildlife. 2 CNEPA&! CNhas& O
Services& CNwith® CNa?& CNlist2 CNof& DNwater® Clbodies& C1in& CICalifornia® CIlwhere
protect® CHESAdE! [ Nspecies® TNare& Cnot# *r}met:‘%@ﬁ{aﬂﬁnﬂ%aﬂ%sﬁnﬁﬂﬁfﬂﬂwmi
the® 0NServices& TNad CIHishBSH o tdNPDRSET W B S iR 0
earlier), 8 ONEPA® TNhas& CNnot& "l coordinated & TNwith &l *che:PJI ZT}Servu:es:PJI T Non& CNis
containingZ CNlimits & TNfor& CNmercury & CNfor& CNdischarges® D that® Chave& " potent

listed &l T species ! gAY/ o habitat.

EPA claims that the State Board has decided to take the lead on the development of
methyl-mercury criteria based in part on EPA's CWA § 304(a) national criterion, but the State
Board continues to fail to take action on promulgating mercury water quality criteria-- which
ironically is what led to the promulgation of the CTR in the first place. Although the State Board
proposed its "Alternatives for Human and Wildlife Health Objectives for Mercury" five years
ago, the State Board has failed to take additional action since that time. Further, EPA did not
reinitiate ESA § 7 consultation with the Services after deciding to abdicate the promulgation of
mercury criteria for California or the remaining RPMs pertaining to mercury set forth in the
BiOp.

3. Pentachlorophenol RPMs
agon
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N As® Ndiscussed & Cin@imBthaZE T BsOip B fid B T I)studies & D havd#aifdehonstrated
commercial & "1 gpadedhlfrophenol #PIP”) BdvBrsely & Y}affects&)td@lﬂhﬁt@n,ﬁ: Nearly & (1)life2
stage & Dl survival, 2 CdightovB, EbBhavior & [ IdSEEEN) zﬂnmmermlrsw' CNatE CHor#E ONbelow & C
water@ DlNquality 2 éjais@dia Bthdy 2 CNEPAE! D Npromul gdeBEE N thiaZhHhid & IR

found that BPAE! CNdid & CnoEE MiflceBidd cumulative # CNand & Cl}interactive & CNeffects& 1 No
PCP& " Ntoxicity & " Nthrough & T RihelB&BBrifical@bBififunder® Tl conditions & T of & Clelevat
temperatures, 2 TNor# CNreduced & T did4@E el 8 vélopyigeB — the 2. AMBPEPESBorites & 11
also® Clnoted & T phat® TMEGARE NEpnsider & "l bioconcentration & CNof& CNPCPE! CNor® 0N
organisms& TNand & CNsubsequent®! C1ingesticH BN itoydiig i fe Bt hd B 2R BEP 2 criteria
Services 8tatBd 2! [ el [ NebastBg A 1 NatE CNthe & CNtime & Dof& ntheﬁﬁ'[LB]Op@' TNwas#
conclusion ZhatfEhfdhic BCPE HtErion E T of &l T Hbetween&gﬂlﬁz BPEREEI T z
of & CNearly & O IHsfaHstdibB gd Balionid 2 " #sphcies. B O

20
2N TheEONBiOp& T Hfurther:"“*Hldentlﬁedw'*nnumerous@‘fﬂmﬂhﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬁpeﬁeﬂ.ﬂnof@! Ol
impacts& CNfrom& CPCP & [ & palpBietiin Tad2! [1Tthe 2 [ THedRI TITRIOR S MM list, & " Non& (11

226,28 Nis& CNhereby& l’]lncorporateﬁ&l}ﬂyﬁé’l[ﬂ]nﬂﬁa@wﬂthe:P“ “NBiOp's& TNdiscussion &
supportingZ CINthe & “NServices' & Tl conclusions& CTconcerning & C1the & Climpacts& D of&l

speCIes:‘.l_J! “N(quoting® CNthis & OlEhatdhial@h 2 i B2 aE) ERre aassthey Eiviyes are in

possession of the BiOp and fully aware of its contents). & CI}

In response to their concerns over the CTR's PCP water quality criteria, the Services
included in the BiOp RPMs requiring EPA to take the following actions with respect to these
criteria: (1) byZ CNMarch® CNof& T1N2001& D Nreview, & CNand & 0Nif& Cnecessary, & ONrevise:
aquatic® ONlife& CNcriterion® D Nfor& CNPCP & Cisuéfid nt BWped e M amnd¢ or 2 TMERAIr & T c
habitats. 2 0 NIn& D Nreviewing En, Bthi3EPABLrifhmiost 2! ClNgenerate & Dl new & Dlinformation & C
the& DNtoxicity & CNof& ClNcommercial 2 CNgrade & CNPCP&! TNand & TNthe & TNinteraction &
oxygen& CNon&! “Nsublethal & “Nacute® TNand & JNchronic& CNtoxicity Zintard ¥ fakly 2 *Hl
performing® TNtoxicstg B DNom & DNat& Clleast® CDNone & Clanadromous & CIfish& Dl species?
chronic® CNNtoxicity & 01N of NsHRE BN dpecis; BESA(2) & CNif& CNas® DNa® CNresult® Dlof &
revises& TNitsE TNCWAE CN§& N304 (a) & CIchronic® “Naquatic& TNlife ! CNcriterion, & CNp
criterion Br#] "1 California® CNby& DN March® CN2002. 2 CNIFA CNEPA'sE CNrevised & C1PCPE
stringent® CNthan®& CNthe & Clrange & CNof& DNcriterion® TN concentrations & CNsuggested & T
ESA-listed & *Hspe&mﬁ@yEﬁZGﬁ‘tﬁﬁanw' CNof&@0N7.8)E *I’lorw‘ *Hlfﬁuﬁﬁﬂjﬁ&. ndete
revision® C1}is& PP NREcépsast 2 gf}prowde:PJI TNthe& CNService »
formal ESARE CT1N§& N7 DNconsultation BB )by BIFA MR T ﬁﬂiposes:‘““ *I’lazPJI fnrewsed"’“
March® 1112002, Bustiireiiiighte 2 C Na B Piiéalion 2 T NasE CNsoon B2 Naat ) fhssbEle late
than® 01182 Cmonths, & CNaftaid@dpdelsal Bervices 2 O Nan il 2s Bra @b rtk)
concerning®! [ 1the & DI status & C1of & DN EP/ARBbhilq e viEadd atipd 2 N &R 6 PePion & Cland
BA/BE®! “Nassociated & DN with & *Mﬁzﬁm%ﬂﬁsﬁﬁé}ﬁsm CNblddtelAhibgh 2 01
there ! [ fisad@igds B NPCP&! [ Nauthorized & C Nby #nd WIRQESHE Mipere@tsBarg2 £ N
Comprehensive & CI|Environmental & [ nﬂbsﬁpmsatlon a0 Hand:PJI nLlabﬂE&@Anﬁtmaﬂﬁ' 0
Resource® " IConservation&! CNand 2! ARFERGRALR CNsites & DN tled 2 TMpodattibute & O HPCP"
to& CIsurface & (By&Hhtd @&ibﬁrmaﬂﬁﬂ”' Olesizd Bifolimation & T Nconcerning&! [}PCP:PJI or
discharges &2 Hde’cermlne:PJI CNthe& CNpotential & D for & "ERAdRted@isdhapgeds 2 TEbRN dlfi
critical & CNhabBeB 1 Nthis& CNreview, 2 CNEPAR! [ 1 BinsgR 21 gijckaih B phjioridy 20 ffish 2 CNwa

ST
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within® DNthe & CNrangstdd &ofalmbsAs & CNthat & ﬁnﬂmﬂntbalﬁmmﬁ\&)"““
designation® " Nas& TN specified & CNin& D1 the & 01 Re gRAnalfd) B HERAT S BiddiBifsen 2 0N PERE!
discharges&! “Nthat& nhave@'fﬂthew'*npﬂf&mteé‘%&iﬁﬁdﬁsﬂl}and/orw' Hcrltlcalw n
habitat, & CIwork & CIwith& CIthe & C1Services & O NEH@H G taa B 7] 8k ket Ehlifptor
these® [Nspecies, & CNincluding® CNby & CNimposing & Hstrlcterw'fﬂNPDES @Hﬂi}ermltw' Nl

EPA has failed to comply with any of these BiOp's PCP RPMs. In 2004, EPA first
informed the Services that it would not be revising either the CWA § 304(a) or § 303(c) PCP
criterion. The Services replied to EPA and questioned this determination, further pointing out
that EPA had failed to comply with the BiOp's requirement to generate new research on PCP
toxicity. In response, EPA pointed out that some of the literature EPA staff had reviewed was
generated after the date of the BiOp, but EPA did not respond to the Services' point that EPA
itself had not performed the research directed by the BiOp on the chronic sub-lethal toxicity of
commercial grade PCP, and the interaction of temperature and dissolved oxygen on PCP
toxicity, to protect early life-stage salmonids. In 2007, EPA informed the Services that EPA
would not be revising the CWA § 303(c) PCP water quality criteria applicable to California, and
that the State and Regional Boards would instead determine where conditions of low dissolved
oxygen and high temperatures exist in the State and adopt the appropriate PCP water quality
criteria during the next triennial review of each Regional Board Basin Plan.

Before making this determination in 2007, EPA again failed to generate new information
on the toxicity of commercial grade PCP under the environmental conditions specified in the
BiOp and further urged by the Services in November 2004. Further, EPA also failed to reinitiate
consultation with the Services when it determined that it would not revise the PCP criteria even
though the BiOp clearly instructed EPA to reinitiate consultation under these circumstances.
Finally, based on information and belief, EPA has not complied with the BiOp's requirements to
review PCP discharges authorized by NPDES permits or associated with CERCLA or RCRA
sites, to determine the potential for PCP discharges to impact ESA-listed species and/or ESA-
designated critical habitats. EPA has also not taken any steps to reduce the impacts of such
discharges, including imposing more stringent PCP limits in NPDES permits. EPA has provided
no semi-annual reports or other information regarding PCP permitted discharges to the Services
after 2006.

4. Cadmium RPMs

“1l The&Ertjces@bnfluded & CNin& D1 the B IniiBidEE Y peatds Bl Nare & CNparticularly & O
:PJ' TNcadmBidBYe R T Nlow& CI)concentrations & 11 of & ﬁf}cadmlum@' Hhave:"“: TNbeen& 1)
survwal & T Nand & CNfecundity 2 CNin& CNmandg & 01N shadia s s TRetermined & CT
allZ CNESUs® CNand & CNruns® Tl of& CICoho® DNand & T H(Zhlnook’PJI l’}salmon’”‘ Nand& T
trout, B CNP&U N cutthroat® CNtrout, 2 CNLittleE CNKern & CTgolden® CNtrout, & " Nalong® v
stickleback® CNare® CNlikelyZ CNto# CNbe& TNadversely & Claffected & C by & Tl concentratic
the BritéyiaB BT Nthe® ONCTR.

In response to their concerns over the CTR's cadmium water quality criteria, the Services
included in the BiOp RPMs requiring EPA to take the following actions with respect to these
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criteria: (1) by no later than January 2001, revise the CWA § 304(a) chronic aquatic life criterion
for cadmium such that it will be protective of salmonids and sticklebacks, and by January 2002,
propose a revised CWA § 303 chronic aquatic life criterion for cadmium for California, and then
promulgate a final CWA § 303 chronic aquatic life criterion as soon as possible, but no later than
18 months, after proposal; (2) if EPA's revised cadmium criterion is less stringent than the range
of protective criteria concentrations proposed by the Services in the BiOp (0.096 ug/L to 0.180
ug/L), EPA must provide the Services with a BE/BA and request for formal ESA § 7
consultation on the revised criterion by the time of the proposal, (3) provide the Services with
semi-annual reports regarding the status of EPA’s revision of the cadmium chronic aquatic life
criterion and any draft BE/BA associated with the revision, (4) continue to consult with the
Services under ESA § 7 on revisions to WQS for cadmium contained in Basin Plans submitted
by California to EPA under CWA § 303 and affecting waters of California containing ESA-listed
species and/or their habitats, (5) submit to the Services a list of NPDES permits due for review
that authorize cadmium discharges and RCRA and CERCLA sites where cadmium discharges
are a concern. EPA, in cooperation with the Services, must review these discharges to identify
any potential for adverse effects on ESA-listed species and/or their habitats. EPA will coordinate
with the Services on any permits that the Services or EPA identify as authorizing discharges that
have the potential for adverse effects on ESA-listed species and/or their habitats. By December
2000, EPA must identify all cadmium discharges from point sources and cadmium-contaminated
RCRA or CERCLA sites in California that may affect ESA-listed species and provide a
corresponding report to the Services by December 31, 2000; (6) if EPA identifies cadmium
discharges that have the potential to adversely affect ESA-listed species and/or critical habitat,
EPA must work with the Services and the State of California to address the potential effects to
the species, including, where appropriate, imposing more stringent limits in NPDES permits on
cadmium discharges. & 1]

EPA has largely failed to comply with the RPMs for cadmium and take action to adopt
water quality criteria for cadmium that are protective of designated beneficial uses of California's
waters. Although EPA revised its national recommended CWA § 304(a) human health criteria
for cadmium in 2001, EPA has failed to propose and finalize a cadmium CWA § 303 human
health water quality criterion for California. EPA has further failed to revise the existing water
quality criteria for cadmium in the CTR to levels that are protective of ESA-listed species. Thus,
California still lacks statewide CWA § 303 water quality criteria for cadmium that are protective
of ESA-listed species and human health. EPA also claims that the State Board has decided to
take the lead on the promulgation of the cadmium criteria, but the State Board continues to fail to
take action on adopting cadmium water quality criteria. The State Board proposed initial scoping
on the adoption of hardness-based equations for freshwater cadmium objectives derived by the
United States Geological Survey and EPA's 304(a) criteria in 2008, but the State Board has
failed to follow through on completing this adoption. Further, EPA did not reinitiate ESA § 7
consultation with the Services after deciding to abdicate its requirement to promulgate the new
and revised CWA § 303(c) cadmium criteria. Based on information and belief, EPA has also
failed to comply with the other cadmium RPMs in the BiOp. Since 2006, EPA has not provided
the Services with semi-annual reports regarding the status of EPA’s revision of the cadmium
chronic aquatic life criterion and any draft BE/BA associated with the revision. EPA has not
consulted with the Services under ESA § 7 on revisions to water quality standards for cadmium
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contained in Basin Plans submitted by California to EPA under CWA § 303 and affecting waters
of California containing ESA-listed species and/or their habitats. EPA has not submitted to the
Services a list of NPDES permits due for review that authorize cadmium discharges and RCRA
and CERCLA sites where cadmium discharges are a concern. EPA has also not, in cooperation
with the Services, reviewed these discharges to identify any potential for adverse effects on
ESA-listed species and/or their habitats. EPA has not coordinated with the Services on any
NPDES permits that the Services or EPA identify as authorizing discharges that have the
potential for adverse effects on ESA-listed species and/or their habitat. EPA has not identified all
cadmium discharges from point sources and cadmium-contaminated RCRA or CERCLA sites in
California that may affect ESA-listed species and provided a corresponding report to the
Services. EPA has not worked with the Services and the State of California to reduce the
potential effects to ESA-listed species from cadmium discharges, including, where appropriate,
imposing more stringent limits in NPDES permits on cadmium discharges.

5. Dissolved Metals RPMs

In& ONthe& CNCTR, A CNEPAR CNpromulgated & T I'dissteivEd 2 q iid éivy B tiiia B h B
arsenic, & T cadmium, & CNchromium, & "l copper, & Cllead, & Clmercury, 2 Dl nickel, 2 DN seleni
However, & CIthese BaEciifer2 Cmetals 2! -ijeeef2 BiRATingE 2l N therBEa B 1 State ® 0NBoard?
or:PJI NRegional & [ifiBleand nBE 1T the 2 CNcriteria&! CNfor& CNthese & CNmetals& CNto& CNa &l !

o& TNconsiderdfeciai® CNdata® CNabout® CNthat& CNwater& CNbody & Cland & CNinput® T

the:PJI CNfinal & C aten@&ic qutity BAENpIE [ Teee B CNEed) for 8 C ReZ mpke BT effluent® 01
limitations & C1Nin & D NPDESEENHerefiseEiaps8 vitgs 2! [ Nfound b B Mificethatk@! 01
used & [Nby& CNEPAE Cin & mpeoi tlBatin g B 2iNtHe Bt el [s BfonBistBdiR 2Ndhove & TN does
sufficiently & CIlconsider® CNthe & C I@nviane@iitd] transport, & Cland & CNtransformations & 1)
in& CNnatural [ enviBdnijents.

|

N TheBiopE i & C e MO TR A D Neritese e @RI Tiddjusted 2 DNby & CIthe & CNCT
formula@ould® “Nadversely Zhll BaffgBS¥ s B CNand & CNruns& CNof& CICoho& “Nand & TN Chir
steelhead & O Hﬂ@]ﬂﬁhﬁilﬂentratlons’Ful “Nof& CNparticulate® [ Nand/or&lwéeds@Eie 8t Elnietals
below& [ those@kerdEhaplRd 3 1N usPig BEKiJing Bnplpmentation Bliidince. 2 CNFurthe2&INN
Services & *Hdetermlnedﬁ‘lthas”m‘ﬁlmlspemes’”' CNof& TNreptiles® TNand & TNamphibians& 01
California®dilegged & " Nfrog, & "NSan& CIFrancisco® "l garter@ “Isnake, & CNand & CNvirtuall
shrimp & C1(found & TNin& CNCentral & DN Valley & O Hvernal:PJI O Hpools) A Nare& Climpacted &
implementation& CNof& Nthe® “Ndissolved & C MiABEI R i BINAIE CNES
listed petles Bhat CNwill& 0Nbe& CNadversely® CNimpacted & T rlfrom:PJI “Nexposures& CNto&
the& TNCTR's & CNapproach & CIto & T Nmetals 27 B tdtaand 2 1] BE [ d)deb)piige BinddPR6érate
reference-fas® CNwell & CNas® TNthe® C0NBiOp's& CNdiscussion & [ Nof Z A etidenchB#ion}<#Epg
concerning®! [ 1the&! CNimpacts& CNof& CNEPA's® [Nactions & “Non&! CNthese& Cl)species&
herein® [ Nis& CNunpedBAaag@EthdBervices are in possession of the BiOp and fully aware of

its contents). & 1]

20N

ZCN In response to their concerns over the CTR's formula-based dissolved metals water

quality criteria, the Services included in the BiOp RPMs requiring EPA to take the following

actions with respect to these criteria: (1) by December of 2000, in cooperation with the Services,
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develop sediment criteria guidelines for cadmium, copper, lead, nickel and zinc, and by
December of 2002, for chromium and silver. After completing the sediment guidance for
cadmium, copper, lead, nickel and zinc, EPA must, in cooperation with the Services, draft
implementation guidelines for California to protect ESA-listed species and critical habitat in
California. Commencing in June 2000, EPA must submit semi-annual reports to the Services on
the status of sediment guideline development; (2) before the end of 2000, in cooperation with the
Services, issue two clarifications to the Interim Guidance on the Determination and Use of
Water-Effects Ratios for Metals concerning the use of calcium-to-magnesium ratios in laboratory
water and the proper acclimation of test organisms prior to testing in applying water-effects
ratios (WERs). EPA must also allow the use of WERSs only when the site specific LC50 (i.e., the
"Lethal Concentration 50%," meaning the concentration of effluent causing 50% mortality in
tested organisms) and the laboratory LC50 are significantly different using a 95% confidence
interval; (3) by June of 2003, develop, in cooperation with the Services, a revised criteria
calculation model based on best available science for deriving aquatic life criteria on the

basis of hardness (calcium and magnesium), pH, alkalinity, and dissolved organic carbon

(DOC) for metals. EPA must develop this model in conjunction with certain additional RPMs
labeled as “Other Actions” and further discussed below. Commencing in June 2000, EPA must
submit semi-annual reports to the Services on the status of the development of the revised
criteria calculations model for metals; (4) whenever California's State Board or Regional Boards
use site specific translators (i.e., the ratio of dissolved metal to total recoverable metal in the
receiving water downstream from a discharge) to set effluent limits in NPDES permits and ESA-
listed species or critical habitat is present downstream from the discharge in issue where a State
developed translator will be used and the conditions listed below exist, EPA must work, in
cooperation with the Services and the State of California, to use available ecological safeguards
to ensure protection of ESA-listed species and/or critical habitat. Ecological safeguards include:
(a) sediment guidelines; (b) biocriteria; (¢) bioassessment; (d) effluent and ambient toxicity
testing; or (e) residue-based criteria in shellfish. The conditions requiring this use of ecosystem
safeguards are:

1. A water body is listed as impaired on the CWA section 303(d) list due to elevated

metal concentrations in sediment, fish, shellfish or wildlife; or,

ii. A water body receives mine drainage; or,

iii. Where particulate metals compose a 50% or greater component of the total metal
measured in a downstream water body in which a permitted discharge (subject to
translator method selection) is proposed and the dissolved fraction is equal to or
within 75% of the water quality criteria;

(5) Whenever an ESA-listed species is present downstream from a discharge where the State
Board or Regional Boards will use a site specific translator to set NPDES permit effluent limits,
work with the State Board or Regional Boards to ensure that appropriate information to calculate
the site specific translator is obtained and used, including:

1. Ambient and effluent acute and chronic toxicity data;
2. Bioassessment data; and/or
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3. An analysis of the potential effects of the metals using sediment guidelines, biocriteria
and residue-based criteria for shellfish to the extent such guidelines and criteria exist
and are applicable to the receiving water body;

(6) Review, in cooperation with the Services, NPDES permitted discharges of metals and
associated monitoring data and permit limits, to determine the potential for the discharges to
impact ESA-listed species and/or critical habitats. If discharges of metals are identified that

have the potential to adversely affect ESA-listed species and/or critical habitat, EPA

must work with the Services and the State of California to address these adverse impacts in
accordance with procedures agreed to by the agencies in the draft MOA. Among other options to
resolve the issue, the EPA may make NPDES permit limits for these discharges more stringent.

EPA has failed to comply with many of these RPMs. Although EPA did eventually
develop sediment criteria guidelines for cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, zinc, chromium, and
silver’, EPA failed to draft and finalize implementation guidelines for California to protect ESA-
listed species and ESA designated critical habitat in California. Instead, EPA indicated that it
would wait for the State Board to develop this guidance instead of completing it as the BiOp
directed EPA to do.

EPA also decided not to revise the Interim Guidance on the Determination and Use of
Water-Effect Ratios for Metals as required by the BiOp. Based on the information available to
the Environmental Groups, EPA also failed to complete the remainder of the metals-related
RPMs in the BiOp discussed above. Thus, EPA has not developed, in cooperation with the
Services, a revised criteria calculation model for metals based on best available science. Since at
least 2006, EPA has failed to submit semi-annual reports to the Services on the status of the
development of the revised criteria calculations model for metals. EPA has not worked with the
Services to evaluate all pertinent permit limits in NPDES permits issued by California's State
Board or Regional Boards to ensure that limits set using site specific translators are protective of
ESA-listed species and that appropriate information was used to set the limits. EPA has not
reviewed, in cooperation with the Services, NPDES permitted discharges of metals and
associated monitoring data and permit limits, to determine the potential for the discharges to
impact ESA-listed species and/or species' critical habitats.

6. Other Actions

The BiOp imposed an additional two general RPMs that the BiOp labeled as "Other

Actions." These required EPA to take the following actions: (1) initiate B Nprocess& CNto & CNdevelc
national 2! JIlmethodology &! "I to B pdtifer Bée &) Crliksirea 2 1 N ESAHEpd@EctBpediesZ CNin& 0N

accordance @ [ Nwith& TNthe BhdY raly @M Avith B! D1 the B! 01 Staper?s$ td ha BRI TITI6 i folaiaA 2
303(d) BB Npromote & Nand & " Ndevdlpdding #ratpgdie B TRAdoption & " Nof& " Total® 1}M
Loads, & 0N"TMDb&) BlTidentify & Tl sources & CNof& Nselenium& CNand & Dlimercury & Ccont
impaired & CNwater& D1 bodkAEHdRefes™® CNexist, & TNand & CNuse & Cexisting® CNauth

% i.e. “Procedures for the Derivation of Equilibrium Partitioning Sediment Benchmarks (ESBs) for the Protection of
Benthic Organisms: Metal Mixtures (Cadmium, Copper, Lead, Nickel, Silver and Zinc)”, EPA Document No.
EPA/600/R-02-011, EPA Office of Research and Development, January, 2005
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resources& [ Nto& CNidentify, & Cpromete; # CNanebBlirdiBpiBno 2 CNreduce® [ Nselenium& 0T
mercury 2 CNloading® CNinto & T chelr*”'*r}habltat’”'* N(e.g, & CNSan& CNJoaquin® T NRiver, &
Nacimiento, & "I SacrameBua® (11} Joaquin 2 C 1) B atipet@l " Navailabded CNtoZ 0N
Environmental Groups #ididates & CIthat & ﬁHEE&M@Sﬁﬁﬂﬂdﬂﬂndﬁmtbw TNeither& DAY Nthes
EPAZ CNhas& “Nnot& T nadopted:‘”“*chew'gnrequlredw' Nnational & [ Risted@dolpgy & O l’]for"
species® Crequired & CNby & D the 2 YT 2 [ Fp@IrEh BRE& oA BM. I Boards & [ have &
promulgated & Nseveral & *HTMDM@‘W'HMHW% TNhas® O Halso:PJI TNnot& T nsecured’
adoptlon:‘”'fﬂof@' NReBha#h N fdi@dpr& Climercury & T Nloading Befd i B NiptEbit
BiOp &iglf2! T NSalton& C1Sea, & 1 Late®! [ Hiflidginmdr ta@BHHEY — N]oaquin XENDelta

el :n

7. Conservation Recommendations

The BiOp points out that ESA § 7(a)(1) directs Federal agencies to utilize their
authorities to further the ESA's purposes by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of

endangered and threatened species. The BiOp lists several actions that EPA should take to meet
this ESA § 7(a)(1) duty, including the following:

1.2 0NThe& CNEPAE [N should & Clquantify & D the & CNtoxic® CNeffects® CNof& CNse.
and’FHI 2

combination® CNto# TNlisted & Clreptiles& Cand & CNamphibians & CNusing®! (Napproj
Research® [ 1should & O i@ Mok 2! Cforms& T of& Clselenium & CNand & C1m
full® N

life& CNcycle® CNexposure® CNprotocols® CNincluding®! CIdietary & ClNroutes® DNof &
transferZ B Nroute® CNof& Tl embrnif&! Cexposure.

20

2.2 0NThe® TNEPAZ CNshould® TNconduct® CMresearch® DNonZ C NesEufy 2 CNresid
whichZ CNwaliedy 2! " Nprediction® CNof& CNadverse & CNeffects® CNfrom & Clmercury 2
field & “Tcollected B TIrogs.

2D
3. A ONThe® TNEPAE CNshould® Nconsider& Cldeveloping®! CNa& CNtissue & Tl based

selenium2 1
g d Bl liRsfeclR B TTTpf

protective ® TNof& CNreproduction & “Nof& CNaquatic® T}

4.8 T NTheE CNEPA& CNshould, B CNin& CNcooperation& TN with & Clthe & T Service & L
the & DN s 2 CNof& Tl selenium & TNand & CNmercury, & ClindividuallyZ CNand & N
reproduction & #¥eifeatingZ “Nbirds& "Nusing® D Napprop@zeds A suiRegatech 2 01N
should 2 CNinclude® T BbkdE T sE ONof& DNselenium & CNand & CNmercury & CNan
life&! [ 1stages® D and@otReals@urfthat® CNinclude & Dl dietary & ClNroutes® CNof& 0N
and & Tl maternal® D NtransferBFETag @nbiyd@hicBlouf@kphsure.

2D

5.8 DNTheHENERABUNGtion & CNwith& CNthe& DN San& CNFrancisco® CNBay& C1Regic
Control& N
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20

Board® [Nand & [ICentral® " Valley & " IRegional 2 [ I{Water&! [1[Quality & " NControl &
influx, Bte]B CNand & CNtransport® CNof & CNmercury & CNinto & TN the & TN San& C1Fral
the® 0N

development 3B NNmercury & CTcontrol &1
6.2 CNThe® CNEPAE CNshould® CNconduct® Ctoxicity & CNtests& DNin& Clwaters & 0
are & DI @edB CNdissolved & Dlmetal & "l concentrations& "lNare & CNlow. & DN These & O
include & " Na & BRpistmeZ! 1 compone¥Z Biii£4) # 2t Ndetermine & I the & Cleffects?
these® [1Ndischarges 2BHauERE! N thsurvival, 2 CNand & CNreproduction® CNon& T listed E
crustaceans. 1

trategies.

Information&! CTNavailable® TNto& CIthe & DN Environmental 2 TN Groups #ull}#dichtes & T that:
implemented BhyBEipd} 2 CNacBOodiY CNmostly & Dl 2 Nthiegla N Services' & Drecommendatic

concerning® CINthese & [#)adtions

%JJI:H

Iv.

VIOLATIONS OF THE FEDERAL CLEAN WATER ACT AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES ACT

This letter provides notice of the Environmental Groups’ intent to sue for the CWA and

ESA violations identified below.

A. EPA's Violations of the CWA

The CWA imposes a strict, mandatory schedule pursuant to which EPA must approve or

disapprove proposed WQS. In particular, CWA § 303(c)(4) requires EPA to act promptly when
the agency has determined that a revised or new WQS is necessary and promulgate a final WQS
within ninety days of proposing a given WQS unless the State has already adopted a WQS in
accord with the requirements of the CWA. 33 U.S.C. § 1313(c)(4). When taking action pursuant
to CWA § 303(c)(4), the EPA "is subject to the same policies, procedures, analyses, and public
participation requirements established for States in [the EPA] regulations." 40 C.F.R. §
131.22(c).

EPA proposed a maximum freshwater aquatic life criterion and human health water

quality criteria components of WQS for selenium and maximum and chronic freshwater and
saltwater aquatic life criteria for mercury for California on August 5, 1997, but more than 15
years have passed without EPA finalizing those water quality criteria. Although EPA
promulgated a national ambient water quality criteria for mercury in 2001 (and proposed a
national selenium water quality criteria in 2004) pursuant to CWA § 304(a), EPA's national
criteria are simply guidance, have no binding legal effect, and are not a substitute for
promulgating legally binding water quality criteria pursuant to CWA § 303(c).

Given that the State of California still has not adopted its own WQS for selenium or

mercury to date, EPA is required to follow the timeline set forth in 33 U.S. C. § 1313(c)(4) for
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final promulgation of maximum aquatic life freshwater criterion and human health water quality
criteria for selenium and maximum and chronic freshwater and saltwater aquatic life criteria for
mercury. EPA has clearly failed to either act "promptly" or publish revised or new water quality
criteria for these parameters within 90 days of initially proposing them. EPA's ongoing inaction
has caused the State of California to go without numeric water quality criteria for these priority
toxic pollutants as required by the CWA.

Additionally, EPA has stated in a formal letter (dated December 16, 1999) to the Services
indicating that as part of the agencies' ESA § 7 consultation, EPA was committing to revise its
CWA § 303 acute and chronic aquatic life criteria for selenium. EPA further indicated in this
letter its commitment to revise its CWA § 303 human health criterion for mercury. EPA thus
indicated that, in agreement with the Services, it had found that EPA needed to promulgate
appropriately stringent water quality criteria for these parameters. EPA has also agreed in writing
that that the existing water quality criteria in the CTR for PCP is insufficiently stringent to
protect ESA-listed aquatic species in California under certain conditions. Protection of such
aquatic species are part of the designated uses of the waters that these species inhabit. CWA §
303(c) requires WQS to include water quality criteria sufficiently stringent to protect designated
uses. Thus, EPA has effectively acknowledged that the CTR is insufficiently stringent to protect
the designated uses of California waters and that revised more stringent water quality criteria is
needed to comply with the CWA. CWA § 303(c)(4) requires EPA to promptly adopt final
revised water quality criteria whenever EPA finds that new or revised water quality criteria are
needed to comply with the CWA. EPA has not acted promptly to adopt new water quality criteria
for selenium, mercury, and PCP as it has been more than 15 years since EPA effectively found
that revised water quality criteria for these pollutants are needed, but EPA has not adopted
revised water quality criteria for these pollutants.

By thus failing to act, EPA has violated its mandatory CWA duties and is subject to
citizen suit enforcement litigation under CWA § 505(a)(2), 33 U.S.C. § 1365(a)(2).

B. EPA's and the Services' Violations of the ESA

Because EPA has failed to comply with many of the RPMs set forth in the BiOp, EPA
has violated and is in on-going violation of ESA § 9. EPA has further failed to implement the
BiOp's Conservation Recommendations or otherwise used its authorities to further the ESA's
purposes by carrying out conservation programs (including but not limited to the measures
specified as RPMs in the BiOp) for the benefit of ESA-listed species. EPA has thus violated and
is on-going violation of ESA § 7(a)(1). EPA has also further failed insure that its actions in
issuing the CTR are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any ESA-listed species or
result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species by not complying with
the RPMs or implementing the Conservation Recommendations. EPA has thus violated and is
on-going violation of ESA § 7(a)(2). EPA's prolonged delay in complying with the RPMs
contradicts the requirements of the BiOp and the presumptions in the ITS on which the Services
based their decision to issue a "No Jeopardy" opinion, i.e., a biological opinion finding that the
CTR would not jeopardize the survival and recovery of ESA-listed species. Further, EPA has
failed to reinitiate ESA § 7 consultation with the Services despite several key developments since
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the BiOp was issued that have triggered an EPA duty to reinitiate such consultation: (1) EPA's
failure to promulgate or revise the various water quality criteria discussed above as the BiOp
directed, (2) EPA substantively changing the scope of the proposed actions addressed in the
BiOp, and (3) the Services listing for protection under the ESA several new aquatic species in
California since the BiOp was issued which could be affected by the incomplete or inadequate
CTR criteria, including several anadromous fish runs of steelhead, salmon, and sturgeon added to
NMS's list of threatened species in 2005 and 2006.

1. EPA Has Failed To Comply With the Terms and Conditions Required by
the BiOp and ITS, and Is Therefore Unlawfully Taking Species in
Violation of ESA § 9.

By failing to adopt certain CWA § 303(c) criteria for selenium or mercury and revised
PCP, cadmium, and formula®! “Ibased & " Ndissolved &  I'hestads B otButrite o ES A-listed
species, EPA is causing the taking of ESA-listed species in violation of ESA § 9. Take of a listed
species means, inter alia, to harass, harm, kill, trap or capture the species. 16 U.S.C. § 1532(19).
Taking further includes causing significant habitat modification or degradation which actually
kills or injures fish or wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including,
breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating, feeding or sheltering. 50 C.F.R. § 222.102. A regulatory
agency such as EPA causes take when it authorizes activity that results in the death or injury to a
member of an ESA-listed species or significant habitat modification or degradation which kills
or injures a member of the species or significantly impairs essential behavioral patterns of the
species. E.g., Defenders of Wildlife v. Envtl. Prot. Agency, 882 F.2d 1294, 1301 (8th Cir. 1989);
Or. Natural Desert Ass'n v. Tidwell, 716 F. Supp. 2d 982, 1005 (D. Or. 2010); Loggerhead
Turtle v. County Council of Volusia County, 896 F. Supp. 1170, 1180-81 (M.D. Fla. 1995).

EPA's delay and non-compliance with all of the required RPMs is causing significant
habitat modification or degradation that impairs behavioral patterns, including spawning, rearing,
migrating, feeding, and sheltering. CWA § 301(b)(1)(C) requires that all NPDES permits issued
to discharges of pollutants include effluent limitations sufficient to meet applicable WQS. By
failing to adopt water quality criteria components of WQS for mercury, selenium, cadmium, and
PCP and formula for translation of water quality criteria for metals into NPDES permit limits for
metals that are sufficiently stringent to protect ESA-listed species, EPA has effectively
authorized issuance of NPDES permits which in turn authorize the discharge of these pollutants
at levels that will kill or injure ESA-listed species and which modifies or degrades the habitat of
ESA-listed species in a fashion that kills or injures or significantly impairs essential behavioral
patterns of ESA-listed species. In addition, EPA's failure to monitor the issuance of NPDES
permits authorizing the discharge of these pollutants has led to the issuance of NPDES permits
with insufficiently stringent limits needed to protect ESA-listed species--and thus has effectively
authorized the discharge of pollutants at levels that will kill, injure or otherwise harm ESA-listed
species and harm ESA-designated critical habitat.

The Services' conclusions in the BiOp that the CTR would not cause jeopardy if EPA

were to comply with the RPMs in the BiOp underscore that EPA's adherence to these RPMs is
needed to avoid take of ESA-listed species:
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(1) adverse effects associated with the modified proposed action will be sufficiently
minimized by NPDES permit evaluation and early coordination and consultation with the
Services on all other CWA programs subject to section 7 consultation; (2) the time
frames and procedural commitments proposed by EPA in their December 16, 1999, letter
provide assurance that future criteria will be adequately protective of listed species and
critical habitat; and (3) that EPA will promulgate such criteria in a manner that will
provide protection to listed species and/or critical habitat ...

See BiOp at page 220-221. The ITS portion of the BiOp specifies that if EPA fails to meet the
RPMs set out in the BiOp, the level of anticipated take allowed for in the ITS will be exceeded.
Because EPA failed to complete all the RPMs as set forth in the BiOp, resulting in the lack of
statewide water quality criteria for selenitum, mercury, PCP, cadmium, and other metals that are
protective of ESA-listed species as well as the lack of the guidance and implementation actions
related to dissolved metals criteria needed to ensure protection of ESA-listed species, EPA has
taken itself out of the safe harbor the BiOp provided. Without any protection under ESA § 7,
EPA's delay in promulgating these water quality criteria is in violation of ESA § 9, which
commands that it is unlawful for any person to take any ESA-listed species. 16 U.S.C. § 1538(a).
EPA's delay in promulgating these water quality criteria, by leading to inadequate regulatory
restrictions on the discharge of the relevant toxic pollutants and thus exposures to these toxic
pollutants at elevated levels, is causing the take of the ESA-listed species set out in Table 3 set
forth at pages 242-44 of the BiOp. Therefore, EPA is hereby put on notice of its past and
ongoing violations of ESA § 9 as a result of its failure to comply with the RPMs in the ITS.

2. EPA and the Services Are Violating the ESA By Failing To Reinitiate
Consultation.

ESA regulations require reinitiation of formal ESA § 7 consultation when the action is
modified in a manner that causes an effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not
considered in the biological opinion or a new species is listed or critical habitat designated that
may be affected by the identified action. 50 C.F.R. § 402.16. Both the action agency and the
consultation agency have a duty to reinitiate consultation for any one of these reasons. /d. The
Services must then issue a new biological opinion before the action agency can continue with its
action. Neither the Services nor EPA have reinitiated consultation despite EPA's alteration and/or
abandoning of the RPMs pertaining to selenium, mercury, PCP, cadmium and dissolved metals
required by 50 C.F.R. § 402.16 and the Services' listing of new species in California under the
ESA.

As described above, EPA has failed to comply with the BiOp's RPMs with respect to
criteria for selenium, mercury, PCP, cadmium, and dissolved metals. In particular, EPA has
failed to (a) propose and finalize certain selenium criteria for California and complete all the
related RPMs set forth in the BiOp , (b) propose certain mercury criteria for California and
complete all the related RPMs set forth in the BiOp, (c) failed to promulgate the revised CWA §
304(a) criteria for cadmium in California and complete all the related RPMs set forth in the
BiOp, (d) failed to complete the research associated with PCP and comply with the RPMs set
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forth in the BiOp, and (e) failed to issue the implementation on the sediment criteria guidelines
and revised WER and hardness guidance documents as required and complete all of the RPM
"Other Actions" as directed by the BiOp. EPA has also notably failed to continue ongoing
oversight and review of NPDES permits and other discharges for each of these criteria as set
forth in the BiOp as well as failed to provide the required status reports to the Services since at
least 2006. Instead of complying with the RPMs associated to each criterion, EPA has instead
changed the scope of its actions dramatically from the course set forth in the BiOp.

For instance, EPA's action with respect to selenium has been greatly altered from the
proposed action described in the BiOp. EPA decided to bifurcate the promulgation of these
criteria, with plans to issue criteria for the San Francisco Bay Delta possibly within the next two
years and at a future unknown date promulgate selenium criteria applicable to the rest of the
state. EPA has proceeded to work informally with the Services on the development of a selenium
criteria for San Francisco Bay and the rest of California, but this work has transpired without
EPA providing a BE/BA to the Services, any formal amendment to the BiOp and ITS, or any
other ESA § 7 consultation.

With respect to PCP, EPA decided not to revise its recommended CWA § 304(a) chronic
aquatic life criterion. However, EPA made this determination without having completed the
BiOp's requirement to "generate new information on the toxicity of commercial grade PCP and
the interaction of temperature and dissolved oxygen on sublethal acute and chronic toxicity to
early life stage salmonids." These tests were to include at least one anadromous species and
produce data on chronic toxicity of PCP to listed species. In coming to its conclusion that the
existing criterion was protective of ESA-listed species, EPA basically reviewed the same pre-
2000 literature that the agency had previously reviewed and refused to generate any new data
testing the specifications set forth in the BiOp. EPA wrote to the State Board in 2007 and
essentially pushed the responsibility of promulgating the Services recommended criteria for PCP
onto the State.

With respect to the mercury, cadmium, and the formula based dissolved metals criteria,
EPA appears to have determined that compliance with all the BiOp's RPMs is unnecessary.
Instead, EPA informally and without the benefit of any public process, has decided to wait and
see if the State Board takes action with respect to promulgating a statewide mercury and
cadmium criterion and implement guidelines on the use of EPA's sediment criteria to protect
ESA-listed species in California. These changes to the proposed action not only contradict the
BiOp's directive to reinitiate consultation if the criterion are not issued or revised in line with the
recommendations of the BiOp - they also violate ESA § 7's duty to reinitiate consultation.
Further, EPA's decision to turn promulgation of the criteria or guidance documents over to the
State Board, which showed itself incapable of issuing its own WQS after several years of
political indecisiveness thus necessitating EPA to step in and promulgate the CTR, is not only
imprudent but a clear violation of the agency's duties under the ESA. EPA is hereby put on
notice of these violations as described above.

EPA and the Services further failed to reinitiate consultation despite new information on
various ESA-listed species affected by the CTR's proposed or adopted selenium, mercury, PCP,
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cadmium, and formula® CIbased & I dissolved & DI MNMEALS Hsiel sxiterah new species of
anadromous fish as threatened under the ESA in 2005 and 2006 and USFWS has added other
aquatic dependent species to the list of ESA-protected species since the BiOp's issuance that
obviously could not have been included in the consideration of the March 2000 BiOp°®. Despite
these new listings, EPA did not reinitiate consultation on its selenium, mercury, PCP, cadmium,
and formula & Cllbased & Tl dissolved 2 DI ethlsBiort) alifenigh the BiOp included review
of the CTR's effects on several proposed threatened or endangered ("PT" or "PE") species,’ the
Services clearly stated that the BiOp could "be converted to a biological opinion for those
species/critical habitats, provided EPA formally requests such a conversion and the reinitiation
criteria at 50 CFR § 402.16 do not apply." The BiOp also indicates that there will be no
incidental take for the PT or PE species, until the species are listed and the conference opinion is
adopted as the biological opinion. Based on information and belief, EPA has not formally
requested the BiOp apply to the PT or PE species, nor has EPA reinitiated consultation due to the
listing of several threatened or endangered salmonids in 2005 and 2006 and other species.

Thus, by failing to reinitiate ESA § 7 consultation despite the occurrences of the events
discussed above that triggered a legal obligation to reinitiate such consultation, EPA and the
Services are all in violation of their duties to reinitiate ESA § 7 consultation imposed by the ESA
and 50 C.F.R. § 402.16.

3. EPA Is Violating Its Substantive ESA § 7 Duties.

ESA § 7 imposes on EPA substantive duties that are independent of its duty to avoid
unlawful take of species prohibited by ESA § 9 or its procedural duties under ESA § 7 to consult
with the Services on actions that will likely affect ESA-listed species. Specifically, ESA §
7(a)(1) imposes on EPA a duty to use its authorities to further the ESA's purposes by carrying
out conservation programs for the benefit of ESA-listed species. ESA § 7(a)(2) imposes on EPA
a duty to EPA to insure that its actions are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any
ESA-listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species.

In the BiOp, the Services provided formal guidance concerning what EPA needs to do to
fulfill its ESA § 7(a)(1) duties as the BiOp listed several Conservation Recommendations that the
Services expressly identified as measures EPA should implement to fulfill its ESA § 7(a)(1)
duties. However, EPA has failed to implement the BiOp's Conservation Recommendations or
otherwise used its authorities to further the ESA's purposes by carrying out conservation
programs (including but not limited to the measures specified as RPMs in the BiOp) for the
benefit of ESA-listed species and has thus violated and is on-going violation of ESA § 7(a)(1).
Most notably, the entire substantive thrust of the BiOp was that EPA should issue in California

% The newly listed aquatic dependent species include the Green sturgeon — southern DPS, Chinook salmon-Winter-
run, Chinook salmon -California coastal ESU, Chinook salmon-Spring-run, Coho salmon-Central California Coast
ESU, Coho salmon-So. Oregon/No. Calif ESU, Steelhead-Central California Coast DPS, Steelhead-South/Central
Calif Coast DPS, Steelhead-Southern California DPS, and the Steelhead-Central Valley DPS.

" These include the Northern California ESU (Evolutionarily Significant Unit) of the steethead trout(PT), Santa Ana
sucker (Catostomus santaanae) (PT), the Southern California Distinct Population Segment of the Mountain Yellow -
legged Frog (Rana muscosa)(PE), and the Santa Barbara County Distinct Population Segment of the California
Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense)(PE), and c ritical habitat for the Tidewater goby.
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more stringent CWA § 303 water quality criteria and secure more stringent NPDES permit limits
for the discharge of selenium, mercury, PCP, cadmium, and certain dissolved metals than
reflected in the approach authorized by the CTR. Thirteen years later, EPA has entirely failed to
implement this mandate in any respect. The CTR remains in its same unduly lax state as before
the BiOp was issued, the State of California has not promulgated its own more stringent water
quality criteria, and EPA has not required any NPDES permits to have more stringent limits on
selenium, mercury, PCP, cadmium, and certain dissolved metals than authorized by the CTR.
Such a total abdication of meeting its responsibility to implement conservation programs to
benefit ESA-listed species constitutes a failure to comply with ESA § 7(a)(1).

In the BiOp and related documents, the Services expressly indicated that the CTR as
currently framed was jeopardizing the survival and recovery of numerous ESA-listed species in
California. The Services only issued a "no jeopardy" biological opinion to EPA based on express
EPA commitments to amend the CTR and adopt more stringent water quality criteria and
perform numerous other steps toward securing more effective control of the discharge of toxics
into California waters. As discussed at length above, however, EPA has failed to implement the
RPMs that the Services expressly found were needed for EPA's action in adopting the CTR not
to jeopardize ESA-listed species or adversely modify such species' habitat. Accordingly, in
failing to comply with the RPMs, EPA has necessarily failed to insure that its actions in issuing
the CTR are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any ESA-listed species or result
in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species in violation of ESA §
7(a)(2). EPA is further in violation of ESA § 7(a)(2) by not implementing the BiOp's
Conservation Recommendations or otherwise taking effective action to ensure that its actions are
not jeopardizing ESA-listed species and has thus violated and is on-going violation of ESA §

T(a)(2).

By thus failing to act as described above, EPA has violated ESA requirements and its
mandatory ESA duties and is subject to citizen suit enforcement litigation under ESA § 11, 16
U.S.C. § 1540.

V. NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUE EPA FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE CLEAN
WATER ACT AND ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT

The Environmental Groups believe that EPA has failed in the respects set forth above to
comply with the requirements imposed by the CWA to promulgate revised water quality criteria.
CWA § 505(b), 33 U.S.C. § 1365(b), requires that sixty (60) days prior to the initiation of a civil
action under CWA § 505(a), a citizen must give notice of his/her intention to sue. 40 C.F.R. §
135.2 provides that, if a citizen suit is based on the failure of the EPA Administrator to perform a
nondiscretionary duty, service of notice shall be accomplished by certified mail addressed to, or
by personal service upon, the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency. This
section further provides that a copy of the notice shall be mailed to the Attorney General of the
United States. Accordingly, this notice is being sent to you as the head and Administrator of the
EPA. In addition, a copy of this notice is being sent to the Attorney General. We are also sending
a copy of this notice to the Administrator of EPA Region 9.
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EPA and the Services have also failed in the respects set forth above to comply with the
requirements imposed by the ESA. ESA § 11(g), 16 U.S.C. § 1540(g), requires a citizen to give
notice to the Secretary and to any alleged violator of his/her intent to file suit sixty (60) days
prior to the initiation of a civil action under ESA § 11(g).

Thus, by this letter, pursuant to 33 U.S.C. §1365(a) and (b) of the CWA and 16 U.S.C. §
1540(g) of the ESA, the Environmental Groups hereby put you on notice that after the expiration
of sixty (60) days from the date of this Notice of Intent To File Suit, the Environmental Groups
intend to file an enforcement action in federal court against EPA and the Services for their
violations of the CWA and ESA described above. In addition to the violations set forth above,
this notice covers all ongoing violations of the CWA, ESA, and violations evidenced by
information that becomes available to the Environmental Groups after the date of this Notice of
Intent to File Suit.

The Environmental Groups intend to seek declaratory and injunctive relief preventing
further violations of the CWA pursuant to CWA §§ 505(a) and (d), 33 U.S.C. § 1365(a) and (d),
ESA § 11(g)(1), 16 U.S.C. § 1540 (g)(1), and such other relief as is permitted by law. Lastly, the
Environmental Groups will seek to recover their attorneys, expert fees and costs pursuant to
CWA §505(d) and ESA § 11(g)(4).

The Environmental Groups are interested in discussing effective remedies for the
violations noted in this letter. If you wish to pursue such discussions in the absence of further
litigation, we suggest that you initiate those discussions within the next 20 days so that they may
be completed before the end of the 60-day notice period. Although the Environmental Groups
are always interested in avoiding unnecessary litigation, we do not intend to delay the filing of a
complaint in federal court if discussions are continuing when the notice period ends.

Sincerely,

Uhnogpban a- Zprood
Christopher Sproul

Attorney for Our Children’s Earth Foundation and
Ecological Rights Foundation

CC:  Eric H. Holder, Jr., U.S. Attorney General
U.S. Department of Justice
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20530-0001
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